that Congress was primarily interested in enforcing the antitrust laws by creating an effective remedy for consumers who suffered price overcharges from monopolization of certain interstate markets,' 0 and not by providing a remedy to discharged employees. Part III finds that contemporary judicial doctrine limits the class of eligible section 4 plaintiffs to those whose injuries reflect the economic loss to society of a defendant's anticompetitive actions, 1 and concludes that discharged employees, because their injuries result from resistance to their employers' actions and not from the anticompetitive effects of those actions, fall outside that limitation.
Despite the conclusion that federal antitrust law is unconcerned with employer-employee coercion, the final section of this comment argues that employees are nonetheless uniquely well situated to discover and expose antitrust violations, and should be protected in so doing. The comment concludes that employees could best be protected by a no-retaliation amendment to the antitrust laws rather than by an ad hoc extension of the Clayton Act's treble damage provision.
I. RECENT EMPLOYEE DISCHARGE CASES
Six of the eight employees who brought section 4 suits 2 to recover for retaliatory discharge had held high managerial positions in their companies.' 3 According to their pleadings, each plaintiff 10 See Associated Gen. Contractors v. California State Council of Carpenters, 103 S. Ct. 904 & n.20 (1983) .
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" See Brunswick Corp. v. Pueblo Bowl-O-Mat, Inc., 429 U.S. 477, 489 (1976) . 1 In addition to bringing suit based pn § 4, one former employee also sought relief through a grievance procedure. became aware of what he deemed to be unlawful anticompetitive activity on the part of his employer and resisted by attempting to perform his job in a lawful, pro-competitive manner. 4 In response to their resistance, the plaintiffs' employers fired them or forced them to resign, in some cases after exerting extreme pressure on them to cooperate. 15 Two of the former employees claimed to have been blacklisted from their industries following their discharges.' The plaintiffs claimed damages for lost salary, bonuses, opportunities for advancement, and diminished reputations.1 7 In one case, the plaintiffs also sought to enjoin their former employer's antitrust violations.'"
The lower courts addressing these claims apparently agreed that the plaintiffs' loss of employment constituted an injury to 14 Bichan deviated from the established practice in his industry by competing for customers allocated to other gas producers. Bichan v. Chemetron Corp. (In re Industrial Gas Antitrust Litigation), 681 F.2d 514, 515 (7th Cir. 1982), cert. denied, 103 S. Ct. 1261 Ct. (1983 . Ostrofe refused to aid his employer in a conspiracy among label manufacturers to rig bids, fix prices, and allocate markets. Ostrofe v. H.S. Crocker Co., 670 F.2d 1378, 1380 (9th Cir. 1982), vacated and remanded, 103 S. Ct. 1244 Ct. (1983 . McNulty refused to offer deals to one supermarket chain that were not offered to competitors. McNulty v. Borden, Inc., 542 F. Supp. 655, 656 (E.D. Pa. 1982) . Callahan and Brown, upon learning that Scott Paper Company was offering discounts and promotional allowances to favored customers only, exposed and attempted to halt this practice. Callahan v. Scott Paper Co., 541 F. Supp. 550, 552 (E.D. Pa. 1982) . Shaw refused to violate Pennsylvania law by driving trucks loaded above a maximum weight allowance, tried to persuade other drivers to follow his example, and threatened to notify authorities of the practice of overloading. "business or property" within the meaning of the Clayton Act 1 9 but disagreed both as to whether the plaintiffs had "standing" to sue under section 4 and as to the appropriate inquiry to undertake in resolving that issue. In Bichan v. Chemetron Corp., 2 0 the Seventh Circuit applied the "target area" test, which limits the section 4 remedy to plaintiffs within the market threatened, by virtue of the antitrust violation, with a breakdown of competition. 2 1 Because the conspiracy alleged by Bichan was targeted at the industrial gas market and not at the labor market, the Court held that Bichan's discharge was not cognizable under the antitrust laws. 2 2 By contrast, in Ostrofe v. H.S. Crocker Co., 2 s the Ninth Circuit criticized the target area test, among others, 2" for leading to inconsistent results 25 and applied a "balancing of competing policy interests" approach to find that the importance of employee suits to effective antitrust enforcement outweighed their potential for "vexatious litigation and excessive liability." 2 The court thus held that a complaint alleging a plaintiff's discharge in retaliation for opposing the anticompetitive practices of his employer stated a cause of action under section 4.
Four district courts from the Third Circuit, which purportedly followed a "balancing of factors" approach in determining the propriety of section 4 suits, 2 8 reached disparate results. 2 9 One federal 9 This issue was discussed expressly by only one court. See McNulty v. Borden, Inc., 542 F. Supp. 655, 660 (E.D. Pa. 1982) . In other contexts, however, the courts have recognized that loss of employment can be a cognizable injury under § 4. See, e.g., Radovich v. National Football League, 352 U.S. 445, 447-48, 454 (1957) judge in the Western District of Pennsylvania followed Ostrofe to hold that a discharge in retaliation for refusing to participate in an alleged antitrust conspiracy is cognizable because it "flows directly" from the unlawful conduct. 3 0 Three judges from the Eastern District of Pennsylvania held otherwise. The first summarily held that only actual purchasers have standing to complain of price discriminations in violation of section 2(a) of the Clayton Act, 1 and not employees allegedly fired in furtherance of the conspiracy to discriminate. 2 The second found it "manifest" that the antitrust laws were designed only to protect plaintiffs at whom the defendant directed its anticompetitive practices, or whose injury was otherwise "a consequence of a breakdown in competitive conditions"; 33 the court held that discharged employees satisfied neither test. The third court denied standing on the ground that a discharge in retaliation for opposing an employer's antitrust violation does not "directly result[] from the economic effects" of the alleged violation. 4 Since the decisions in these cases, the Supreme Court has, as a general matter, rejected the analyses the courts used for determining the scope of section 4 standing and injury, 5 but it has not addressed the subject of employee suits in particular. 3 6 II. LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF SECTION 4
The literal language of the Clayton Act is broad enough to encompass every harm directly or indirectly attributable to an antitrust violation. Because of budgetary considerations, the government must concentrate its resources on a few antitrust cases each year, and it must seek consent decrees rather than penalties in nearly all other cases. In contrast, the prospect of treble damages encourages private parties to bring some of the suits not brought by the government. 44 Senator Sherman said of the measure that was to become § 7 of the Sherman Act-"The measure of damages, whether merely compensatory, putative [sic] , or vindictive, is a matter of detail depending upon the judgment of Congress ....
[This] section is to give to private parties a remedy for personal injury caused by such a combination." 21 CONG. REC. 2456 (1890), reprinted in 1 LEGISLATIVE HISTORY, supra note 43, at 114-15. Twenty-four years later, in debate over enactment of the Clayton Act, Representative Webb hailed the private remedy: "This section opens the door of justice to every man, whenever he may be injured by those who violate the antitrust laws, and gives the injured party ample damages for the wrong suffered." 51 CONG. REc. 9073 (1914) , reprinted in 2 LEGISLATIVE HISTORY, supra note 43, at 1192. 45 21 CONG. RC. 3147 (1890) (statement of Sen. George) ("By the use of this organized force of wealth and money the small men engaged in competition ... are crushed out, and that is the great evil at which all this legislation ought to be directed."), reprinted in 1 LEGISLATIVE HIsTORY, supra note 43, at 284; see also 51 CONG. REc. 9090 (1914) covery of attorney's fees, 50 and waiver of the minimum amount usually required for federal jurisdiction. 1 The provision for treble damages reflects Congress's belief that, were only single or double damages available, 52 the small amounts recoverable compared to the cost and difficulty of bringing antitrust suitsas would discourage private actions, thereby frustrating the deterrent purposes of the private right of action.
5 4 Congress never expressly considered extending treble damages to discharged employees, who have easier access to proof of both the underlying violation and their own injuries than does the average antitrust plaintiff.
Extension of the private right of action to employees is made more doubtful still by the lack of evidence that Congress intended to abrogate the then pervasive contract doctrines allowing employees to be discharged at will. 5 Finally, it is significant to note that Congress deleted an early provision of the Sherman Act that would have extended the protection of the Act to any person, partnership, or corporation driven out of business for refusing "to become a party" to an unlawful antitrust combination. 59 As explained by Senator Sherman, the purpose of this section was to "protect a weak person from being compelled... by threats or intimidation against being forced into a combination of this kind .... ,,6o While it is unclear whether this provision would have provided relief for the employees seeking recovery under section 4 today," 1 the provision itself is telling evidence that the statute's draftsmen distinguished between persons injured for refusal to participate in antitrust conspiracies and those injured "by reason of" the violation itself. Under the present wording of the Clayton Act, only the latter group may sue under section 4.
Courts and commentators that find employee suits cognizable under section 4 have ignored these express statements of limitation and the telling omissions in the legislative history and have concentrated instead on the enactors' interests in vigorous antitrust same remedies against combinations which injuriously affect the interests of the United States that have been applied in the several States to protect local interests."); see also 21 CONG. REc. 3146 (1890) (remarks of Sen. Hoar) ("We have affirmed the old doctrine of the common law in regard to all interstate and international commercial transactions, and have clothed the United States courts with authority to enforce that doctrine ... "), reprinted in 1 LEGISLATIVE HISTORY, supra note 43, at 282. " 21 CONG. REc. 2456 (1890) (remarks of Sen. Sherman) ("The power of the State Courts has been repeatedly exercised to set aside such combinations as I shall hereafter show, but these courts are limited in their jurisdiction to the State, and.., are admitted to be unable to deal with the great evil that now threatens us."), reprinted in 1 LEGISLAT HISTORY, supra note 43, at 114.
" The Senate bill read in part:
[I]f one of the purposes of any such arrangement, contract, agreement, trust, or combination shall be to compel any person, partnership, or corporation to become a party thereto, or to cease from doing any lawful business . 61 The wording of the proposed provision allowed recovery only to persons who would themselves have been a "party" to the agreement and so probably would not have covered all agents of the offending corporations. Cf. infra notes 73-75 and accompanying text (discussing scope of employee liability under the criminal provisions of the Sherman and Clayton Acts). enforcement. 6 2 Allowing treble damage suits by employees discharged for refusal to cooperate with an anticompetitive scheme, it is argued, would help expose antitrust violations otherwise likely to remain undetected, 3 and would deter antitrust violations by presenting employers with the unattractive choice between effecting unlawful policies over the resistance of employees or risking lawsuits and exposure of the violations by discharging insubordinate employees. This reliance on Congress's overall purpose without regard for the specific legislative history of the Sherman Act is misguided. The treble damage remedy was enacted to provide consumers who been charged excessive prices sufficient incentive to sue, 4 not to remove the contractual disincentives facing employees in their efforts to resist the anticompetitive schemes of their employers. However compelling the argument that such employees deserve protection, that policy judgment is nowhere found in the legislative history of either the Sherman Act or the Clayton Act.
The Ninth Circuit in Ostrofe v. H.S. Crocker Co. 5 argued to the contrary, inferring congressional concern with employee behavior from the fact that the Sherman and Clayton Acts both impose criminal liability on corporate agents. 6 6 Liability of low-level and managerial employees, however, is not clear from the statutory language of either provision; both provisions seem to apply only to parties to the unlawful agreement and not to those merely charged with its execution. 7 It is significant that no cases in which non- Under current law, antitrust plaintiffs must meet three independent requirements for recovery under section 4.70 First, under the doctrine of "antitrust injury" announced in Brunswick Corp. v. Pueblo Bowl-O-Mat, Inc., 1 the injury for which damages are sought must be related to the anticompetitive effects of the challenged conduct. Second, even where the Brunswick test is satisfied, the injury must not be too "remote" or "indirect" to justify the awarding of treble damages. 7 2 Third, section 4 suits must be dissuch violation shall be deemed to be also that of the individual directors, officers, or agents of such corporation who shall have authorized, ordered, or done any of the acts constituting in whole or in part such violation .... 15 U.S.C. § 24 (1982). Employee liability under the Clayton Act seems to depend only on the employee's having "done" any of the acts constituting such a violation; employees who do not participate in the agreement itself, however, may lack the necessary mens rea for criminal liability, missed if the judicial complexities of allocating speculative or duplicative recoveries threaten to undermine effective enforcement of the antitrust laws. 73 While the loss of a job for refusing to participate in an employer's anticompetitive scheme arguably implicates neither the concern with remoteness nor the concern with duplicative recovery, 74 this section will demonstrate that employee suits are nonetheless barred for failure to meet the Brunswick requirement.
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A. Brunswick Antitrust Injury
In Brunswick, a unanimous Court held that only those injuries that "reflect the anticompetitive effect" of an alleged antitrust violation are compensable under section 4. 7 1 Brunswick itself concerned the allegedly unlawful acquisition of defaulting bowling centers by a bowling equipment manufacturer. The Court held that competing bowling center owners could not recover damages for profits they would have realized had their defaulting competitors gone out of business. The Court reasoned that even if the acquisition had been unlawful under section 7 of the Clayton Act, Because the plaintiffs suffered from increased competition-an "'injury" for which compensation would be antithetical to the antitrust laws' purposes-relief was denied. The court stated:
We ... hold that for plaintiffs to recover treble damages on account of section 7 violations, they must prove more than injury causally linked to an illegal presence in the market. Plaintiffs must prove antitrust injury, which is to say injury of the type the antitrust laws were intended to prevent and that flows from that which makes defendants' acts unlawful. 7 9
The antitrust laws are concerned with acts that concentrate market power and lead to the market inefficiencies of restricted output and raised prices. 8 0 Pueblo Bowl-O-Mat fell outside section 7 because it was injured by a side effect of an unlawful merger (the continued operation of failing competitors) and not by that aspect of the merger (Brunswick's share of market power) that threatened to lessen competition. 81 Recalling that the antitrust laws "were enacted for 'the protection of competition, not competitors,' -182 the Brunswick Court reasoned that to allow Pueblo Bowl-O-Mat recovery would mean that "all dislocations caused by the merger-are actionable, regardless of whether those dislocations have anything to do with the reason the merger was condemned." ' s Brunswick articulates a concern that damages recovered in section 4 suits reflect the economic loss to the market that is the chief concern of the antitrust laws. 4 Allowing recovery by discharged employees would not advance that concern. An employee's dilemma between participating in an antitrust violation and risking the loss of his job may be an immediate consequence of an employer embarking on an anticompetitive course of action. Nonetheless, the employee's injury bears no relation to the anticompeticompetition or tend to create monopolies. tive effects of the employer's activities. Were the employer violating the securities, tax, or any other laws, the employee's dilemma would be the same. By the same token, the extent of the effect on competition of the employer's scheme is irrelevant to the measure of the employee's injury. To allow employees to recover treble damages for their discharges would divorce antitrust damages from those harms to the market with which Congress was primarily concerned.
B. The Reach of Brunswick
Commentators advocating section 4 recovery for discharged employees have sought to ignore the implications of the antitrust injury requirement by arguing that Brunswick stands only for the proposition that lower courts should not "divorce[] antitrust recovery from the purposes of the antitrust laws" 85 by awarding damages for injuries suffered as a result of increased competition." 6 While the Supreme Court's subsequent decision in Blue Shield v. McCready 7 contains some general language to this effect, 88 a closer analysis of that case, and of the Supreme Court's recent decision in Associated General Contracts v. California State Council of Carpenters, 8 9 demonstrates that Brunswick cannot be so limited.
McCready concerned an allegedly unlawful conspiracy in the psychotherapy market brought about through a group health insurance plan that reimbursed its subscribers for treatment by psy- Ct. 1244 Ct. (1983 , tried to limit Brunswick further by questioning its applicability to sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman Act. 670 F.2d at 1386. This suggestion was then picked up by one commentator who concludes that Brunswick applies only to mergers, presumably on the grounds that proof that a merger is unlawful requires a demonstration only of a likelihood of restraint of trade and that the further proof of actual injury required under § 4 obviates the antitrust injury requirement. Comment, Private Antitrust Suits, supra note 8, at 883 n.41. In light of the Supreme Court's subsequent application of Brunswick to three non-merger cases, this argument is no longer tenable. See Associated chiatrists but not by psychologists. McCready, a subscriber under the plan, sought treble damages based on the cost of Blue Shield's refusal to reimburse her for expenses incurred in seeing a psycholpgist. 0 Relying on Brunswick, the defendants argued that McCready did not pay artificially inflated fees for psychiatric treatment, but chose to continue seeing a psychologist; therefore, they argued, her injury did not reflect the anticompetitive effect of the alleged boycott. 9 1 A bare majority of the Supreme Court disagreed. As it had in Brunswick, the Court framed its inquiry in terms of whether McCready's alleged injury "reflects Congress' core concerns in prohibiting the . . . defendants' course of conduct."
92 Finding McCready's injury to be "inextricably intertwined with the injury the conspirators sought to inflict on the psychologists and the psychotherapy market," the Court held that McCready's injury fell "squarely within the area of Congressional concern." 9 3 The Court neither rescinded nor purported to narrow the Brunswick requirement of antitrust injury. Rather, the Court found the Brunswick test satisfied when participants in the relevant market refuse to pay monopoly prices but then suffer direct market coercion as a consequence of that decision.
In Associated General Contractors, the plaintiff union alleged that the defendant, a multi-employer association with whom it had entered into a collective bargaining agreement, coerced association members and other third parties into hiring non-union subcontractors and encouraged non-members to refuse to bargain collectively with the plaintiffs. 94 The union claimed that this coercion adversely affected the trade of unionized firms and restrained their contracting activities.
9 5 In an 8-1 decision, 9 " the Court held that the complaint failed, as a matter of law, to allege an injury within the meaning of section 4.97
In reaching this conclusion, the Court contrasted the plaintiff union, "neither a consumer nor a competitor in the market in which trade was restrained," 9 8 with McCready, who was both a [51:559 participant in the relevant economic market (psychotherapeutic services) and a direct victim of the defendants' unlawful coercion. 9 9 The Court reasoned that the union's injury, unlike that of the subcontractors affected by the association's coercion, or of McCready, primarily concerned its "labor-market interests," 1 00 not its economic freedom to participate in the contracting market. The Court therefore held that the Brunswick requirement had not been met.
1
Taken together, McCready and Associated General Contractors suggest that Brunswick cannot be read so strictly as to limit antitrust recovery to plaintiffs who are forced to pay monopoly prices or who suffer from restrictions of output, nor so broadly as to allow recovery for injuries that bear no necessary relation to the market effects of an alleged violation. As was true of the union in Associated General Contractors, it is not clear whether employees who refuse to participate in an antitrust violation "would be served or disserved by enhanced competition in the market."' ' 0 Therefore, their "alleged injury must be analyzed to determine whether it is of the type that the antitrust statute was intended to forestall." 10 3 The employees' complaint is not that their economic freedom in the market affected by the employer's anticompetitive activity has been limited; their injury is primarily to their labor-market interest in retaining their jobs on acceptable terms. 0 4
The resemblance of the choice confronting these employees to the "Hobson's Choice"' 5 presented to McCready, though superficially attractive, is ultimately misleading. Though both are given the choice between participating in an anticompetitive scheme or suffering injury, McCready's participation would have been as an 104 One commentator has suggested that "because at-will employees are not covered by a separate body of federal labor law, the employees' antitrust concerns predominate." Note, Employee Standing, supra note 8, at 1862. This argument assumes its conclusion. While the Court in Associated General Contractors observed that the union's injuries were arguably within the ambit of federal labor law, that observation was merely part of a larger inquiry into whether the interests that the union alleged to have been injured were interests whose protection would promote "uninhibited competition among employers." Only an affirmative response to this inquiry, the Court noted, would constitute the union "part of the class the Sherman Act was designed to protect." See 103 S. Ct. at 909-10. An employee's interest in protection from unjust discharge, like a union's interest in improving working conditions, will often be unrelated, if not opposed, to the interest of promoting competition.
105 McCready, 457 U.S. at 483.
antitrust victim, the employee's as an antitrust violator. McCready's choice-that of paying monopoly prices by seeing a psychiatrist or incurring out-of-pocket losses by foregoing reimbursement-went to the "heart" 1 0 6 of the anticompetitive scheme she alleged. By forfeiting reimbursement, McCready simply deflected the antitrust injury that "would have been borne" by competitors in the market onto herself, and thereby bore immediately an injury she and other consumers would inevitably have suffered "in the form of suppressed competition in the psychotherapy market." 10 7
The employee who forfeits his job to protest what he perceives to be an anticompetitive scheme, by contrast, faces a moral dilemma divorced from the anticompetitive aspects of the allegedly unlawful conduct and unrelated to his own economic freedom to participate in the market threatened by the employer's anticompetitive designs. However necessary the employee's cooperation may be to the success of the antitrust scheme, his injury, suffered for refusal to cooperate, is not "inextricably intertwined" 1 08 with its market effects.
IV. PROPOSAL FOR CONGRESSIONAL ACTION
Courts and commentators have strained the meaning of section 4 of the Clayton Act to find within it protection for employees who resist their employers' anticompetitive schemes. The temptation to do so is considerable, for these employees are uniquely well situated to promote effective antitrust enforcement, 10 9 and yet are at risk of losing their jobs should they so act. State law offers some protection for terminated employees in the form of wrongful discharge suits, 110 but wrongful discharge claims are not recognized in is an unsatisfactory answer to this problem. Section 4 was intended to deter anticompetitive behavior, not to protect employees; it is not a thoughtful congressional regulation of employer-employee relations, nor a delicate balance between the need for protection of whistle-blowing employees and the need for cooperation of employees in corporate operations. A full-scale trial to prove that a violation of the antitrust laws has occurred should not be required for the protection of employees who act in a reasonable, good-faith belief that a violation has occurred. Similarly, the strict civil liability that section 4 imposes on violators for any breakdowns in competition 1 2 seems inappropriate in the context of employee-employer relations, wherein an employer should perhaps prevail upon a showing of a good faith belief that its policies were lawful and that its employee, by his recalcitrance, had become an obstacle to its operations. Finally, the section 4 remedy is not well tailored to the unique problems of insider suits. The statute makes no distinction among the protections it would accord to rank-and-file employees, who might rarely have knowledge of antitrust law standards or violative schemes but have little freedom to choose how to perform their jobs, to managers, who might have somewhat greater knowledge and freedom but no voice in corporate decisions, and to officers or directors, who have decision making power and a duty to abide by the law. Treble damages may be inappropriate compensation for those employees with little to lose and much to gain by bringing suits in which they ordinarily have easier access to proof than does the average antitrust plaintiff. 11 s That antitrust law is not suited, and state law not sufficiently comprehensive, to protect employee refusals to participate in the antitrust violations of their employers leaves a significant social problem unattended. A better tool for safeguarding employees' ability to resist antitrust violations would be a thoughtfully tailored no-retaliation amendment to the antitrust laws, rather than an ad hoc extension of the reach of a statute whose structure and content are not designed to deal with problems of employment relations. 114 In several other areas where Congress has deemed employee enforcement of the law desirable, federal law provides employees with protection against retaliation. Generally, such protection is granted in statutes that regulate employer-employee relations, such as the National Labor Relations Act, 115 (3) by discrimination in regard to hire or tenure of employment or any term or condition of employment to encourage or discourage membership in any labor organization... ; (4) to discharge or otherwise discriminate against an employee because he has filed charges or given testimony under this subchapter[.] 29 U.S.C. § 158(a)(1), (3), (4) (1982). 118 [I]t shall be unlawful for any person -(3) to discharge or in any other manner discriminate against any employee because such employee has filed any complaint or instituted or caused to be instituted any proceeding under or related to this chapter .... 29 U.S.C. § 215(a)(3) (1982).
127 It shall be an unlawful employment practice for an employer to discriminate against any of his employees ... because he has opposed any practice made an unlawful employment practice by this subchapter, or because he has made a charge, testified, assisted, or participated in any manner in an investigation, proceeding, or hearing under this subchapter. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-3(a) (1976) . mental activities unrelated to employment regulation-the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978.118
To protect employees who disclose or resist their employers' antitrust violations, Congress would need to adjust the burdens of proof, the class of protected employees, and the level of damages and other remedies available in such an action to achieve an appropriate level of antitrust enforcement and to strike the proper balance between the interests of employees and employers-an undertaking beyond the scope of this comment. Nonetheless, the Civil Service Reform Act might serve as a model for a no-retaliation statute designed to encourage employees to act as private attorneys general in enforcing the antitrust laws.
CONCLUSION
Employees who are discharged for resisting their employers' antitrust violations suffer injury that often goes unremedied under present law. The treble-damage remedy of the Clayton Act is available only to those plaintiffs whose injuries result from the anticompetitive effects of monopolistic practices, and employee discharge is a labor-market injury only peripherally related to the effects of an employer's anticompetitive venture in the market over which he seeks to exert control.
The majority of states does not allow suits by employees discharged for whistle blowing or resisting criminal activity. As a result, employees have little incentive to resist or disclose antitrust violations and great reason to fear doing so. Yet employees are i) (1982) ). The Senate report reads in partOften, the whistle blower's reward for dedication to the highest moral principles is harassment and abuse. Whistle blowers frequently encounter severe damage to their careers and substantial economic loss.. . . Whenever misdeeds take place in a Federal agency, there are employees who know that it has occurred and who are outraged by it. What is needed is a means to assure them that they will not suffer if they help uncover and correct administrative abuses. S. REP. No. 969, 95th Cong. 2d Seas. 8 (1978) .
Michigan has enacted a similar statute, the Whistleblowers' Protection Act, MICH.
Comp. LAws ANN. § § 15.361-.369 (West 1981) . Section 15.362 reads in pertinent part-"An employer shall not discharge, threaten, or otherwise discriminate against an employee... because the employee... reports or is about to report, verbally or in writing, a violation or a suspected violation of a law or regulation or rule ... unless the employee knows that the report is false ...... "The remedies provision of the statute, § 15.364, reads in pertinent part-"A court, in rendering a judgment in an action brought pursuant to this Act, shall order, as the court considers appropriate, reinstatement of the employee, the payment of back wages, full reinstatement of fringe benefits and seniority rights, actual damages, or any combination of these remedies."
